Abstract-Refusals have been widely examined across languages in the literature. However, few attempts have been made to elicit both perception and performance data for method-triangulation. In addition, Chinese EFL learners' refusals are relatively less investigated. The present study aims to bridge this gap and has two major purposes. One is to examine the cross-cultural differences between Chinese and English refusals. The other is to study how Chinese EFL learners perceive and perform the speech act of refusal. The data were recruited from three participant groups: 30 native speakers of Mandarin Chinese in Taiwan (NSC), 30 Chinese EFL learners in Taiwan (EFL), and 30 native speakers of American English in America (NSE). The research instrument was a questionnaire with two major parts: Scaled Response Questionnaire (SRQ) and Discourse Completion Task (DCT). Elicited data were analyzed in terms of three perspectives: perception of face-threat, overall strategy use, and strategy patterns. The results showed the similarities and differences between Chinese and English refusals. As for EFL learners, they tended to perceive the face-threat greater, and used more strategies and softening devices than Chinese and Americans. In addition, some L2 native expressions were never used by learners. Further instructions are needed to help learners refuse others appropriately.
(NSC), 15: 15 (EFL), and 15: 15 (NSE). The mean age of the three participant groups was 20.4 (NSC), 23.9 (EFL-H), and 23.9 (NSE). The grouping of participants can be summarized in Table 1 . 
B. Instruments
The instrument used in the present study was a questionnaire with two major parts: DCT, and SRQ (cf. Appendix A). The reason to include the two instrument is for method triangulation (Chang, 2009 (Chang, , 2011 ; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2013; Lee, 2011; Yu, 2011) .
A DCT is an instrument widely employed in cross-cultural and interlanguage pragmatics. Although DCTs are criticized for not eliciting on-line spoken production data and not allowing for negotiation between interlocutors (Chen, 2007; Yuan, 2001 ), previous studies have indicated that the data elicited through DCTs, open-ended role play, and field notes of naturally occurring expressions are similar and yield the same words and expressions (Bodman & Eisenstein, 1988; Rintell & Mitchell, 1989 ). In addition, DCTs are effective ways of collecting plenty of data within a short period of time (Chang, 2009; Chen, 2007; Lee, 2011; Tang & Zhang, 2009 ) and variables of situations in DCTs can be easily controlled for the comparisons among different languages (Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper., 1989; Chen, 2007; Cenoz, 2003) . Thus, DCT was chosen as one of the research instrument. The DCT in the present study included three situations of refusals. The design of DCT situations was based on the contextual factor of social status, which is a vital factor governing variation in speech acts (e.g., Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Brown & Levinson, 1978 , 1987 Lee, 2011) . A detailed distribution of the contextual factor and a brief description of each situation were given in Table  2 . An employee refuses a boss"s invitation to a party. LH
As for SRQ, it can be an additional resource to obtain participants" sociopragmatic values which influence their speech act performance, and the results can help researchers interpret participants" choice of strategy use (Chen, 2006; Chen, 2007) . Thus, SRQ was also employed in the present study and was embedded in each DCT situation. The perception of degree of face-threat was based on Likert"s five point scale: number one is the least face-threatening and number five is the most face-threatening.
C. Procedure
Two versions of DCT were created: English version and Chinese version. The Chinese version was translated from the English version. To ensure the equivalence of the illocutionary force in the two versions, they were discussed, modified, and confirmed by three bilingual experts in applied linguistics. Before participants" filling in the questionnaire, they were asked to fill out a consent form for participation in this study and were required to read the instruction and an example of the questionnaire. NSE and EFL groups filled out the English DCT in English, and NSC filled out the Chinese version in Chinese. The Chinese baseline data and the interlanguage data were collected by the researcher, and the English baseline data were collected by a research assistant in America. All participants were required to finish the questionnaire within 30 minutes.
D. Coding
The coding of the present study was based on a coding scheme (see Appendix B), which was first developed by Beebe et al. (1990) and then was modified according to the corpora of the study. The modifications of the scheme were discussed as follows. First, the direct strategy performative in Beebe et al. was deleted because it was not used by our participants. Second, the statement of principle and the statement of philosophy were used to explain why the participants refused the interlocutor, and then they were integrated into the strategy of excuse, reason, and explanation (Chang, 2009 (Chang, , 2011 . Third, the strategy of compensation, e.g., "Let me treat you a meal on another day" in refusing the boss" invitation, was used by our participants to compensate for their refusal and then was added in the coding scheme. This coding scheme included three macro strategies (i.e., direct strategies, indirect strategies, and adjuncts) and 15 micro strategies. Twenty percent of the data were randomly selected and coded by a second researcher (Cohen, 1960; 
E. Data Analyses
The present study aimed to investigate the speech act of refusal by Chinese, Americans, and EFL learners in terms of perception of face-threat, overall strategy use, and strategy patterns. As for the perception in SRQ, one-way ANOVA was used to examine the means among groups. If significant differences were detected, post-hoc comparisons of Scheffé tests were employed to examine the differences between each pair of groups. As for the overall strategy use, the non-parametric Chi-square test was used to examine the frequency of participant groups" strategy use. In addition, further in-depth qualitative analyses were conducted to examine the content and linguistic forms of strategy use. As for the strategy pattern, the frequency of order of refusal strategies was examined.
IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Perception of Face-threat from SRQ
The overall means of perception of face-threat from SRQ by the three groups were shown in Table 3 . The results from one-way ANOVA showed that there were significant differences among groups (F=10.563, df=2, p=.000***). Post-hoc comparisons of Scheffé tests revealed that EFL learners scaled the face-threat significantly higher than NSC ( p=.01**) and NSE ( p=.000***). However, the means of NSC did not differ significantly from NSE ( p=.365). That is, both Chinese and Americans had similar perception of face-threat toward refusals. Therefore, the two baseline groups were predicted to use refusal strategies of similar directness level. On the other hand, EFL learners, scaling the face-threat significantly higher than the two baseline groups, were predicted to use less direct strategies and more adjuncts to downtone the face-threat. 
B. Overall Strategy Use
The results of overall strategy use by the three groups were shown in Table 4 . All the three groups used indirect strategies most, direct strategies second, and adjuncts least. This indicated the three participant groups" payoff consideration Olshtain & Weinbach, 1993) . That is, facing an offense, a speaker can choose not to perform the speech act (i.e., adjuncts) or to perform the act (i.e., direct and indirect strategies). When s/he chooses not to perform the act, s/he would remain frustrated by the offense. On the other hand, refusing the interlocutor, s/he can express the censure clearly but may destroy the interpersonal relationship. Thus, they tried to strike the balance and performed the act indirectly by using indirect strategies more frequently. As predicted by their perception of face-threat from SRQ, NSC and NSE preferred to use refusal strategies of similar directness level. They chose indirect strategies most to refuse others, and there were no major differences in their overall strategy use. This contradicted the results of previous studies which suggested that Americans tended to use more direct refusal strategies than Chinese (Chang, 2001 (Chang, , 2009 (Chang, , 2011 Guo, 2012; Hong, 2011; Liao, 1995; Liao & Bresnahan, 1996; Lin, 2006) . The discrepancy may be due to the effect of social change that western culture through mass media and language contact influenced the language use of Chinese younger generation (Chen & Yang, 2010; Cheng, 2011) .
As for EFL learners, they used more refusal strategies to a marginally significant extent than the two baseline groups (NSC: 164, EFL: 204, NSE: 165, χ 2 = 5.857, df = 2, p= .053). Learners" verbose behavior demonstrated their interlanguage development, the waffle phenomenon, which is defined as "excessive use of linguistic forms to fill a specific discourse "slot" or "move", i.e., to achieve a specific pragmatic goal" (Edmondson & House, 1991, p.273-274) . Learners" waffling may be due to the fact that they felt insecure in using an unfamiliar language and perceived the 
Direct strategies
There were no significant differences in the use of direct strategies among groups (cf. Table 4 , NSC: 27, EFL: 29, NSE: 27, χ 2 = .333, df = 2, p = .564). As shown in Table 5 , participants tended to use more strategies of negative willingness/ability than "No". This tendency was more prominent in EFL learners" sole use of negative willingness/ability. Participants" preference in the use of negative willingness/ability rather than "No" in direct strategies may be due to the fact that "No" is more face-threatening than negative willingness/ability (Chang, 2009 ). Thus, participants tended to avoid using "No."
In spite of the tendency in the use of negative willingness/ability, the three groups used different softening devices for mitigation. NSC favored the use of modal 可能 "may" (e.g., 可能沒辦法去了 "I may not be able to go" in situation 3;
可能不方便借你 "It may be inconvenient for me to lend you (my car)" in situation 2) . Americans tended to use modals (e.g., I won't make it in situation 3) and subjectivizers (e.g., I don't think I can make it in situation 3, I don't feel comfortable lending my car to you and I don't feel comfortable having you drive my car! in situation 3 ). EFL learners, similar to Americans, also preferred to use modals (e.g., I might not be able to attend the party in situation 3) and subjectivizers (e.g., I'm afraid I can't go to your party in situation 3, and I am afraid I cannot lend the car to you in situation 2). However, it is interesting to note that NSE"s frequent use of the subjectivizer "I don't feel comfortable" was never used by learners. This finding confirms Chang"s (2011) claim that American native speakers had a wider range of expressions to convey negative willingness/ability than Chinese EFL learners. Thus, authentic examples should be given to learners to expand their repertoire of refusal strategies.
Indirect strategies
There were no significant differences among groups in the use of indirect strategies (cf. Table 4 , NSC: 133, EFL: 152, NSE: 128, χ 2 = 2.329, df = 2, p = .312). As shown in Table 5 , participant groups used the strategy of excuse/reason/explanation most among the 15 strategies. This implies that Chinese and Americans regarded the strategy of excuse/reason/explanation as the most useful one in refusing others. Further analyses of the content of excuses would be insightful.
The content of excuses can be divided into two types: specified excuses and unspecified excuses (Chang, 2009 (Chang, , 2011 . Specified excuses refer to the excuses in which the speaker explicitly points out the exact date, person, engagement or plan to refuse the interlocutor; unspecified excuses are the excuses that the speaker does not mention the details. The distribution of excuse types by the three groups was shown in Table 6 . NSC and NSE tended to provide unspecified excuses, whereas EFL learners had similar preference in the use of both types of excuses. This seems to contradict the results of previous studies which suggested that Chinese and Chinese EFL learners provided more specified excuses than Americans (Chang, 2009 (Chang, , 2011 Liao & Bresnahan, 1996) . However, an in-depth analysis revealed that participants" use of specified excuses was influenced by the factor of social status (Chang, 2009 (Chang, , 2011 Lin, 2006) . As shown in Table 7 , 82% of Chinese specified excuses were used in refusing a boss" invitation. This indicates that Chinese concerned the relationship with people of higher social status most and perceived the need to provide specified excuses to convince the interlocutor. On the other hand, EFL learners, similar to Americans, tended to provide specified excuses not only in refusing a boss" invitation but also in refusing a friend"s request. This suggests that Americans and EFL learners concerned their relationship with people of equal and higher social status. Thus, the three groups" use of specified excuses exhibits the cross-cultural differences between Chinese and Americans. Chinese emphasis on the relationship with people of higher social status may be due to the fact that "the hierarchical nature of the Chinese society predisposes a complex social network of unique hierarchical interpersonal relationships." (Jia, 2007, p. 40) . Nevertheless, Americans, influenced by their value of equal rights, also attended to their relationship with peers. Although EFL learners" use of specified excuses showed similar tendency to that of Americans, the content of EFL"s specified excuses was influenced by their L1 culture. To be more specific, both NSC and EFL preferred to use the excuses of family matters (e.g., 那天是我老婆的預產期 "That day will be the estimated date of my wife"s delivery" by NSC in situation 3; My girlfriend just feels uncomfortable recently, I'm afraid she is pregnant. I need to take care of her.; I have to take care of my mother that day by EFL in situation 3) or problems of health (e.g., 我不太舒服 "I feel sick" by NSC in situation 3; I feel uncomfortable by EFL in situation 3). Only an American offered this kind of excuse (e.g., My mom is sick by NSE in situation 3). This finding is in accordance with previous studies which suggested that excuses of family matters and health problems are considered most persuasive in Chinese (Chang, 2009; Lin, 2006) .
Aside from the content of excuses, there were some expressions of indirect strategies that were never used by EFL learners. For example, in refusing a student"s request, Americans would express their attempts to dissuade the interlocutors by saying "Two words: Time management", "You need to proiritize", "As the army rangers say, 'sleep shows a lack of motivation'", and "Learn to manage your time". In refusing a friend"s request for borrowing a new car, Americans set the condition for future acceptance by saying "not unless you give me the cost in collateral." American expressions, like time management, prioritize, and the cost in collateral, demonstrate their concise use of language, which is the part that EFL learners have to master.
Adjuncts
Adjuncts are the supportive moves (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989) or positive remarks (Takahashi & Beebe, 1993) used to mitigate the offense of head acts. The results of the overall use of adjuncts showed that there were significant differences among groups (cf. Table 4 , NSC: 4, EFL: 23, NSE: 10, χ 2 = 15.297, df = 2, p = .000***). EFL group used more adjuncts to a significant extent than the two baseline groups. This may be due to the fact that EFL group perceived the offense most face-threatening and also used more refusal strategies. Thus, they noticed the need to employ more adjuncts to downtone the impositions.
Among the use of each individual adjunct, as shown in Table 5 , EFL groups preferred to use statement of positive opinion/feeling or agreement for mitigation (e.g., I'd love to, but I really can't in situation 3, I'd love to, but I need to visit a client later in situation 2, and I'd really like to go, but I have to take care of my mother that day. in situation 3). EFL learners seemed to have no problems in the use of adjuncts for they had similar expressions to NSE in the statement of empathy (eg., I understand that you were up preparing for another exam; however, this is going to effect my teaching schedule if I let class out early today. by NSE in situation 1; I know you are tired, but I have to keep going. by EFL in situation 1), the use of pause fillers (e.g, Yeah right. Two words: Time management. by NSE in situation 1; Well, but I am going to use it in another hour. by EFL in situation 2), and the use of gratitidue (e.g., Thank you, but I won't be able to make it. by NSE in situation 3; Thank you for your invitation, but I have to take care of my mom on that day. by EFL in situation 3).
As for the distribution of adjuncts in relation to other strategies, Table 8 shows that 78% of adjuncts were expressed before direct or indirect strategies. This finding was in accordance with previous studies which suggested that adjunts or positive remarks tended to be used before head acts to downtone the upcoming offense (Takahashi & Beebe, 1993; Lin, 2008) . Further discussions of the patterns of adjuncts were presented in Section 4.3. 
C. Strategy Patterns
The dirstribution of strategy patterns by the three groups was shown in Table 9 . Only 27% of participants used one-strategy patterns to refuse others. Most participants tended to use multi-strategy patterns to realize the act. Thus, an analysis of the preceding two strategies of multi-strategy patterns would be insightful for our understanding of participants" refusals. The results of patterns of the starting two strategies among groups, as shown in Table 10 , indicated that participants tended to start the multi-strategy patterns with adjuncts or indirect strategies for they were less face-threatening than direct strategies. Summarizing Table 10 , we can have a clearer picture of the typical pattern of each group illustrated in Table 11 . NSC tended to express their excuses before the statement of negative unwillingness/ability (e.g., 我另有其他事要做, 無空 前往 "I have something important to do. Thus I have no time to go there." in situation 3) or before the statement of regret (e.g., 我等會需要用車, 不好意思喔! "I will use my car later. Sorry" in situation 2). On the other hand, NSE tended to provide statement of regret before their excuses (e.g., Sorry, I have a lot to cover today! in situation 1; Sorry, there's another engagement I must attend to. in situation 3) or statement of negative willingness/ability (e.g., Sorry, I don't feel comfortable lending my car to you. in situation 2; I'm so sorry, I will not be able to attend. In situation 3). As for EFL group, their pattern was similar to that of Americans. They also expressed their regret before their explanation (e.g., Sorry, I still have to finish all of the lessons today. in situation 1) or statement of negative willingness/ability (e.g., Sorry, I'm afraid I cannot come. in situation 3).
AD-but-D(negative)
An interesting finding was that the pattern of "Adjunct + but + Direct/Indirect" was used more frequently by EFL 家都很忙,但是我的課程進度已經落後很多,所以可能沒辦法 "I know you are busy during mid-term week, but the schedule has been delayed. Therefore, I can"t make it." in situation 1). Although previous studies (e.g., Chang, 2011; Lin, 2008; Pomerantz, 1984) have indicated that Americans tended to provide a positive move followed by the contrastive marker but before their realization of a face-threatening act, i.e., "positive opinion + but + head act", EFL group seemed to overuse this pattern (NSC: 4%, EFL: 26%, NSE: 5%). EFL group"s overuse of this pattern may be due to the fact that they were advanced learners and knew how to employ this acquired formulaic expression to downtone the face-threat when refusing others. 
V. GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The present study aimed to examine Chinese and American refusals with a focus on Chinese EFL learners" interlanguage performance. Three groups participated in this study. The research instrument was a questionnaire with two major parts: SRQ and DCT. Collected data were coded according to a revised coding scheme, and were analyzed in terms of perception of face-threat, overall strategy use, and the strategy patterns. The results were shown as follows.
As for participants" perception from SRQ, EFL learners perceived the face-threat significantly greater than the two baseline groups. Thus learners were predicted to use more indirect strategies and adjuncts for downtoning the offense.
As for the overall strategy use, all participants tended to use indirect strategies most for the payoff consideration Olshtain & Weinbach, 1993 ). An insightful finding is that EFL learners exhibited the waffling phenomenon, using more strategies than the two baseline groups (Bataller, Bu, 2011) . In the use of direct strategies, Chinese and Americans tended to use direct strategies least. This seemed to contradict the claim that Americans were more direct than Chinese (Chang, 2001 (Chang, , 2009 (Chang, , 2011 Guo, 2012; Hong, 2011; Liao, 1995; Lia & Bresnahan, 1996; Lin, 2006) . This discrepancy may be due to social change (Chen & Yang, 2010; Cheng, 2011) , and further studies are needed to verify this claim. In the use of indirect strategies, EFL learners seemed to approximate American norm. Nevertheless, the indepth analyses revealed that EFL learners were influenced by their L1 culture in their content of excuses. Besides, there were some native expressions that were never used by learners. In the use of adjuncts, learners tended to overuse adjuncts to a significant extent. Thus, further instructions are needed to help learners to refuse others more concisely with native formulaic expressions.
As for the refusal patterns, Chinese often provided their excuses before the expression of regret or negative willingness, whereas Americans tended to express their regret and then uttered their excuses or negative willingness. EFL learners appeared to have no problems in the use of most refusal patterns except for their overuse of the acquired formulaic expression "adjunct + but + head act."
There are some limitations in the study. First, there are only three situations of refusal based on the variable of social status. Future studies can incorporate other variables (e.g., social distance, rank of imposition, and gender) into the design of DCT scenarios. Second, the present study only recruited interlanguage data from learners of intermediate-high level. Further studies can include more levels (e.g., basic, intermediate, and advanced levels) to depict the whole picture of interlanguage development in the speech act of refusal. Third, future studies can use other research methods for triangulation, e.g., oral DCT (Chang, 2011; Wei, 2012 Despite the above limitations, the present study has filled the gap of previous studies by collecting both perception and production data to examine the less investigated Chinese and American refusals. The results have contributed to our understanding of EFL learners" interlanguage performance and the debate of language universality and specificity.
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